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In numerous press conferences, 1nterv1ews, angressional hearings and

most recently, in the - pages of the Phi Delta Kappan-i Dr James Co]eman has made

the rather forceful statement that his research shows massive schoo] desegre- :
sgat1on.efforts to be self-defeating. It is his pos1t1on that such attempts 51mp1y
hasten the denarture of wn1te children.from the public schoo]s of the 1nvo]ved
d1str1cts nile such statements have struck a responsive chord 1n a‘large .1. l
section of Americans, contrary to his c1a1m they are not very we]] grounded 1n

enbirical facts. *The analyses that have, until recently, been unava1]ab]e to, the

T

geééral public and the'research\conmunity are now set forth in "Trends in School

Segregation, 1968-73". A careful/perusal of this gdocument reveals to the reader

*.-.;_.

metnodo]oglca] flaws of suff1c1ent magn1tude to raise serious questions, as “to f

~

the validity of the conc]us1ons.'g5

Wnat now follows represents thiS’authdr's attempt to offer a critique of
the above r=" i nedzpaoer As such, no c]alms are-made to its comp]eteness
there cou{o well be errors of omission or comnlss1on wh1ch wou]d serve to
further weaken the inferential cha1n welded by Coleman et al. -What is done by .

tne authorsactenpts to address a full sequence of perceived methodo]og1ca1 -

errors rathar tnan d1sm1ss1ng the conc1us1ons based upon initial errors no > ~
matter hovw cogent. This approach, therefore .makes the 1mp11c1t assumption ' ) o

.‘ that,'at each step, all previous operations upon the data have been both well

_reasoned and téchnically correct. As the critique progresses it will become

painful]y obvious‘toiwhat extent this assumption is: in fact, incorrect.

Presented before a Seminar on Dr. Coleman's research on Desegregat1on and
White Flignht held at Michigan State University, December 2, 1975.
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The first po1nt wn1cn needs be made- concerns the data base used byqthe c e
- L.

aauthors and, by 1mp11catlon, the range of var1ab1es cons1dered for 1nc1us1on,

in the1r var1ous regress1on models Their so]e source of information appears

to have baen data supplied by school d1str1cts to the Department of Health,
' Educat1on and Welfare. The var1ab1es on wh1ch information was supp11ed relate
so]e]y to,pub11c school attendance' tota] number of- studénts, total wh1te, ‘"

tota] b]ack the1r respective proport1onsf1n the var1ous distrlcts and schools’
@

- and”the. changes taking p]ace in them from year to year. Wh11e, in and of them-/

se]ves, tney present an 1nterest1ng view of changes taking p]ace in public edu-

cat1on, they cannot be" relled upon to furnish-us with the degree of under-

a stand1ng necessary for us to address the causes' of decreas1ng wh1te enrollmeént.

Even 1f we .are to make the assumpt1on, as do Colefian et al, that this 7
phenomenon reflects white res1dent1a1 re]ocat1on ("wh1te f11ght"), we must ask
ourse]ves what variables wo“Td ]1ke1y be re]ated “to such ‘an act1V1ty L1ke1y

f

sets of var1ab]es would, of necess1ty, include factors related.to economics,

demograph1cs crime and v1o]ence and the quality of the env1ronment to name but

1

a few. "Wnile pub11c schoo] desegregat1on deserves its place as an educational

factor potent1a1]y affecting white school attendance,gfocus1ng upon such.a

' phenomenon as the pr1mary pred1ct1ve var1ab1e would -appear to be both short-

sighted and highly Tikely to 1ead to 1ncorrect inferences about the true nature

of the problem., . ¢

-

ﬁﬂflhe second methodological. point re]ates to the unit of analysis employed

- by Coleman-et al. Based on what is reported as the number ot observations

1

" and degrees of freedom one must assume that the bas1c un1t of amlysis 1s each
. year's data for each city, (or the between year Sxd1fferences to be more
accurate) Apparently “the roughly 5 between-adJacent-pa1rs-of-years d1fferences
‘for eacn c1ty are mere]y thrown together for use in the regress1on analysis
with the specific cdty_ldent1f1cat1on completely d1sregarded '

u
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Thfs wou]d'seem to be comp1ete1y ?nappropriate " A more reasonable procedure

L

i

uould have been to have used each city as the unit of ana]ys1s form1né‘some
' measure of relationship between change in white attendance and change/1n se-

gregat1on yithln_each c]ty based on the t1m° p01nts for that city alone.
.These cou]d then have been averagad across all cities W1th appropr<ate conf1—

dence 1ntorva]s estab]1shed based on correct degrees aof freedon// ’

" Yet another quest1onab]e approach is the poo]1ng of data/from the var1ous
years to predict the proport1on change in wh1te attendance Th1s,wou]d seem to?
be 1nappropr1ate in that 1nd1v1dua] years are dlsregarded w1th data arising: .
from one pa1r of years be1ng cons1dered equa]]y with data ar1s1ng from any '

‘ other pa1r of years. S;nce it would seem- that the autﬁor s intentions were to -
1nvest1gate trends- in school segregat1on, such an dpproach 1gnores a key
var1ab1e in. the1r study . ,k‘ : [C .

Another potent1a1 problem has to do with ‘the’ part1t1on1ng of the data
1nto two categories based upon schoo] d1str1ct s1ze. Co]eman et ai Just1fy
this part1t1on1ng “oeaause of. the 1nd1cat1ons ‘that response to desegreéat1on
differs considerably in the very large cities from the~ response in the sma]]er .
ones". It would have been qu1te easy- for such an assumption to have been
stat1st1ca1]y tested by pool1ng all data doing.the- regression analys1s then
introducing a dunmy variable to see if a significant ga1n in the R2 was pro-
duced. If not, the.coefficients could then have“been estjpated.wjth sma]]er,
standard error due to the 1arger number of degrees of treedonifor-error.

An even more disturbing practice has to.do with their treatment‘(orllack
of treatwent) of the standard errors of the1r regress1on coeff1c1ents In
hnst 1nstances the authors failed to temper substant1ve 1nterpretat1on of re-
gress1on cooff1c1ents in the 11ght of the1r_standard errors. Where standard

\

errors: are suff1c1ent1y large as to make tenable the nu]] hypothes1s that a

. [}
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partlcular regress1on coefficient is not different from Zero, the authors
should have e]1m1nated the var1ab]e from the equat1on rerun the ana]ys1s and
based subsequent use of the equatxon on the more parsimonious mode] " In Table
14 and the use of the resu]ts d1sp1ayed there is a glaring example of this
problem 51nce many of the coefficients are not substant1a]]y larger than the1r
standard errors, (or are, in fact, smal]er) In producing the1r est1mat s for
varlous changes 1n their dependent measures they again failed to take 1nto '
account the standard errors of the1r coefficients. Had confiderice 1ntervals
'been generatedeabout their estimated loss of wn1te students, it seems in-

/A\
ev1tab]e tnat 0% 1oss would be included. - f\

-

. \\

A fa1r1y m1n0r error ‘of omission takes p]ace in the author's caut1on :
~w1th respect to the 1nterpretat1on of the regress1on coefficients presented in
Table 14. The authors state that there is some difficulty in interpreting the
actual coefficients in the regression equations c1t1ng prob]ems associated
C.with mu]ti-co]iniarity. Mhile this may be true, the authors should present\em—
pirical evidance in the form of a correlation matrix of the variables to make
" such an 1nterpretatlon more plausible as we]] as to give the reader more infor-
‘matlon about what is actually taking place in the data. \

In arriving at est1mates for regression coefficients discussed later on,
the authors state that they averaged‘the first three coefficients eonmon to
\ four time-laggad regression models presentéd earlier. Such an averag{ng pro-
cedure is completely unjustifiable. For each model the'first three estimates
are cond1t1oned upon the inclusion of the additional terms, and unless the
f1rst three terms are statistically independent’ of all subsequent terms, they
do not éstimate the same quantity. Their statement that’such an analysis .
cannot provide a conclusive answer is grossly understated in the light of their

erroneous rmethods.
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One of the more m1s]ead1ng of the methodo]og1cal errors is reflected in .

their attempt to control for the unique character1st1cs of the c1t1es through

- . the use of dummy variables. Even if the cr1t1c1sms\ment1oned w1th respect to

~the un1t of ana]ys1s are 1gnored (and they must be to\a1lou\:or this part1cu1ar

/

“analysis), a very str1ng°nt assumption must be met if the au ho:}s use of dummy

var1ab1e5mfor c1tqes is to do as much for this analysis as they seem to imply.
Since the va]ues of the dummy variables are constant across all, sj;\}Ears for
each 1nd1v1dual city, we must assume that the’ va]ues for a]] other poss1b re-

1evant var1ab1es remain constant. Tn1s.assumpt1on seems 1ncred1b1y farfetche

»

on its face. In addition, %he authors present no empirica]‘evidence which

would justify it. Clearly, these cities have not only their own part1cu1ar

' rate of econom1c act1v1ty, cr1me, etc., but their own part1cu]ar year- to-year

changes in these rates - change wh1ch could be re]ated as strongly to. changes‘
in white school attendance as are changes in the segregat1on 1ndex ‘
Finally, in d1scuss1ng predicted white school attendance across time, the
authors chose ta focus upon predictions arising from Equation 3 rather than |
those from Equation 1 (See Table 14).. Even here. the authors fail to provide
confidence intervals on their estimates, a procedure which wou]d seem espec1a]1y

important since four of the eight variables in equat1on 3 have coefficients less

than, or only slightly larger than, their standard.errors. In the 1lght of the

‘instabi1ities likely to result from such a situatﬁon, it would seem more ap--

i

propriate to focus upon the projectionS'based on equation 1 - projections which’
show a d1fference of only 3% with desegregation compared .to no desegregat1on '
Thus 1t may be seen that the work reported by Co]eman et al suffers from a
sequence of serious methodological flaws. The1r fa11ure to rep11cate the f1nd--
ings of other researchers more equivocal with reSpect to the 1mpact of desegre- -
gation upon white enrollment’may'be due, in large part, to the afore mentioned
problems. wh11e no firm statement ‘can be made to the accuracy of their conc]u-

'sions, one th1ng which can be stated is fhat they have wandered far fro" their

or1gﬁna1 data in coming to. those conc]us1ons
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REGRESSION COEFFIGIENTS FOR ANALYSES OF . .

Table 14,
WHITE STUDENT LOSS.TO CENTRAL CITIE§
. A
\ ‘ Largest 21 Next 46
Eguation 1 Lo ] ' C 4 ) T
. ! ) . /"/"/ -
AR ' . «277(.062) .091(.031) " .
Prop. black -+135(.028) . -.086(.151) - : <
1a ¥ - L00I(.00Y) ~-.047(.011) : :
‘Constant ) f°003 51 R . .
,_,z - Y 24 T T
unber of ooservatlons (103) (239) .

IﬂClLdinﬁ inter-district segregation in SMSA and interaction of desegregatlon
with South i ' R

Equation 2 . ;- e

AR .195(.158) .008(.151) :
Prop. black -.047(.041) -.033(.019)

In K ©.007(.008) -.042(.011)

R SiSA ~-.162(.052) -.109(.024)

ARxS .144(.172) - .122(.152)

Coastant -.064 - - 450

2 . .35 .29

Including interactions of desegregation with proportion black and inter—dlstrict

segregation, and also includlng South as dummy variable

3

Equation 3

2

LR . ~.460(.187) - -.147(.173) . .
Proportion black +050(.037) -.027(.022) '

‘In H .003(.007) -.041(.011) L )
Rowsa - : - ~.208(.045) -.101(.029)

A PxSouth .146(.201) .108(.165) .
4 PxProp. black 1.774(.313) .406(.254) v )
ARIRSHSA ‘,544(.501) .664(.385) : {‘ -
South —1006(.010) -.001(.007) , P
Coanstant -.037 43337 ! :
RZ : 060 L3 .32

. Baproduced from “Trends in School Sagregation, 1966-73" - page 53
O ‘ » .
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